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Thus, from a cost support standpoint, the unassigned cost should not be recovered 

from the Rider 16 monthly Account Charge. 

Q. 

A. 

In your opinion, has Nicer provided sufficient cost support to justify a monthly 

Account Charge of $I? 

No. The cost support provided by Nicer indicates that a lower monthly Account 

charge should be used in Rider 16. The appropriate monthly cost per account that 

should be recovered is $.88. This level of recovery will (a) guard against over 

recovery due to potential errors in estimated future Program shortfalls and will (b) 

avoid duplication of cost recovery from revenues collected as part of Nicer’s 

standard tariffs. 

Q. 

A. 

How does the Rider 16 monthly Account Charge compare to similar charges in 

approved electric delivery service tariffs? 

As noted previously, the Commission concluded that monthly administrative fees to 

ARES were not appropriate. (ICC Staff Exhibit 2.2) Using the Commission’s 

conclusion as a reference point, the proposed $1 per customer account per month 

Account Charge in Rider 16 is in the category that was disallowed for purposes of 

electric delivery service. 

Q. How should the Rider 16 monthly Account Charge be evaluated in light of the 

findings contained in the Commission’s electric delivery service orders? 
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614 A. 

615 

616 

617 

618 

619 

620 

621 

622 

623 

In reviewing the Commission’s conclusions from the electric delivery service 

proceedings, it is clear that monthly administrative fees to ARES could not be cost 

justified. Therefore, in this proceeding, sufficient cost justification is required to 

demonstrate that an administrative fee such as the Rider 16 monthly Account 

Charge is appropriate, as discussed above. In addition, the impact of the Account 

Charge on competition in the gas industry should be evaluated, as discussed 

below. 

What is the impact of the Rider 16 monthly Account Charge on competition in the 

gas industry? 

A monthly fee of $1 per account could be considered excessive by suppliers with 

numerous customers in their group(s). However, unlike the Rider 16 Group Charge 

discussed previously, the monthly Account Charge accurately reflects the number of 

customers per supplier. The more customers in a supplier’s group, the more 

revenue is generated from the monthly Account Charge. Thus, there is less concern 

that the charge is discriminatory. However, the Account Charge could still have a 

negative impact on competition in the gas industry because of financial impacts on 

suppliers with smaller size groups. Therefore, the Account Charge could inhibit 

additional (primarily smaller) suppliers from entering the market. 
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Based on your analysis of the cost support provided by Nicer and your evaluation of 

the associated impact on competition, what is your conclusion regarding the Rider 

16 monthly Account Charge? 

Based on the cost support provided by Nicer, my conclusion is that the monthly 

Account Charge should be changed to $0.88. This lower charge would also 

enhance the competitive impact of the expanded Customer Select Program. 

EVALUATION OF GROUP ADDITIONS CHARGE 

Please describe the Group Additions Charge in Rider 16. 

A $10.00 charge applies to suppliers for each customer account added to a group 

(i.e. for customers switching from one supplier to another supplier). (proposed 4’” 

Revised Sheet No. 75.3) This charge does not apply to customers switching from 

sales service. 

Did Nicer provide support for the Group Additions Charge? 

Yes. In his direct testimony, Nicer witness Harms explains that the one-time Group 

Additions Charge “is the same as that provided for in other transportation rates and 

is intended to recover costs associated with customer calls concerning the change, 

dealing with disputes between Suppliers and/or customer and Supplier, and 

processing the change request.” (Direct Testimony of Albert E. Harms, p. 15, lines 

17-20) In Nicer Exhibit AEH-5, Mr. Harms lists the costs associated with the Group 

Additions Charge as follows: 
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Customer Contacts $ 7.00 
Supplier Contacts 2.50 
Letter to Customer .50 
TOTAL $ 10.00 

Did Nicer provide additional documentation regarding the costs associated with the 

Group Additions Charge? 

Yes. In response to Staff data requests DLS-1 and DLS-10, Nicer provided 

additional support for the costs associated with Group Additions Charge, based on 

labor costs of $30 per hour. (see Attachments 1 and 5) The more detailed cost 

breakdown provided in Nicer’s data request response results in a total cost of 

$10.50, which is slightly higher than the $10 included in Nicer Exhibit AEH-5. 

What are the results of your review of Nicer’s cost support for activities associated 

with the Group Additions Charge? 

Nicer states that the “customer contact” function takes .25 hours: “supplier contacts” 

takes .08 hours; and no time, but a cost of $.50 is allocated to postage and 

generating a letter. (Response to Staff data request DLS-1) While the stated time 

for these activities appears to be minimal, a key issue, as is the case with other 

types of administrative fees, is whether such costs are incurred as part of Nicer’s 

ongoing procedures related to providing gas service to all customers. If Nicer 

conducts these activities as part of its standard procedures for all customers, and is 
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generating revenues to cover these costs in standard rate tariffs, the costs should 

not be recovered twice by passing them on to participants in the Customer Select 

Program through the Group Additions Charge. In its Response to Staff data request 

DLS-10, Nicer addresses this issue. In regard to possible duplication of cost 

recovery, Nicer explains that the costs associated with the Group Additions Charge 

“are incurred due to the need to switch individual customers served under Customer 

Select from one Supplier to another.” In addition, Nicer lists activities such as 

answering customers’ questions, administratively making the switch, and 

communicating the switch to the customer, previous supplier and new supplier. 

Nicer further states that “The Company incurs these costs solely because it offers 

Customer Select.” Nicer further attests that “Because Customer Select was 

initiated subsequent to the Company’s last general rate case, and because the 

costs are incremental and program-specific, they are not recovered as part of 

overall administrative expenses.” (p. 1 of 2, #a) From this information provided by 

Nicer, it is apparent that “switching” costs which are incurred specifically in relation 

to the Customer Select Program, would not be incurred in the absence of the 

Program. Thus, recovery of these costs in the Rider 16 Group Additions Charge 

doesnot~~appearMo~duplicate cost recovery under standard tariffs. 

In your opinion, has Nicer provided sufficient cost support to justify a Group 

Additions Charge of $lO? 

31 

\ 



691 

692 

693 

694 

695 

696 

697 

698 

699 

700 

701 

702 

703 

704 

705 

706 

707 

708 

709 

710 

711 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Docket Nos. 00-0620/00-0621 
(Consolidated) 
ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 

Yes, on the basis of no duplication of cost recovery. 

How does the Rider 16 Group Additions Charge compare to similar charges in 

approved electric delivery service tariffs? 

The electric delivery service equivalent of the Rider 16 Group Additions Charge is 

the direct access service request (DASR). In the delivery service dockets, electric 

utilities proposed DASR fees for non-residential ARES ranging from $0 to $73.50. 

(See ICC Staff Exhibit 2.3) For those utilities that proposed a fee, the Commission 

concluded that a maximum fee of $5 was appropriate, except in one instance where 

a $6 fee was approved. Using the Commission’s conclusion as a reference point, 

the proposed $10 Group Additions Charge in Rider 16 is 200% of the charge 

allowed for purposes of electric delivery service. 

Please discuss the reasoning contained in the Commission’s electric delivery 

service orders related to DASR fees. 

In the electric delivery service dockets, the Commission concluded that insufficient 

cost justification was provided by the utilities that proposed DASR fees in excess of 

$5 (or in one case $6). In addition, the majority of utilities proposed a fee ranging 

between $5 and $20. Based on these facts, the Commission found in all instances 

but one that a $5 DASR fee was appropriate. 
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Q. How should the Rider 16 Group Additions Charge be evaluated in light of the 

findings contained in the Commission’s non-residential electric delivery service 

orders? 

A. In reviewing the Commission’s conclusions from the non-residential electric delivery 

service dockets, it appears that the Rider 16 Group Additions Charge should be 

evaluated primarily on the basis of sufficient cost justification, as discussed above, 

as well as on the basis of its impact on competition in the gas industry, as 

discussed below. 

Q. 

A. 

What is the impact of the Rider 16 Group Additions Charge on competition in the 

gas industry? 

A fee of $10 is likely to be considered excessive by suppliers serving residential 

and small commercial customers where profit margins can be expected to be small 

compared to the margins associated with other customer groups. The $10 fee 

tends to negate potential profits available from adding residential and small 

commercial customers to the supplier’s group. As a result, if suppliers are not as 

aggressive in marketing to these types of customers, fewer options may be 

available to customers for choosing suppliers. Thus, the fee could create a 

potentially negative impact on competition in the gas industry by a) inhibiting 

suppliers from participating due to low or non-existent profit margins and by b) 

restricting the resulting supplier options for customers. 
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Based on your analysis of the cost support provided by Nicer and your evaluation of 

the associated impact on competition, what is your conclusion regarding the Rider 

16 Group Additions Charge? 

My conclusion is that the Group Additions Charge has been adequately cost 

justified by Nicer, as discussed above. In this regard, it appears from Nicer’s 

supporting information that Customer Select participants are not paying for costs 

already being recovered by Nicer through standard rates. However, the Group 

Additions Charge is not likely to enhance competition, especially in the residential 

and small commercial customer segment of the gas industry, because of the 

disincentive to suppliers caused by reducing or eliminating already slim profit 

margins. In fact, the Group Additions Charge may be a deterrent to competition for 

this very reason. 

IMPACT OF RATE RECOMMENDATIONS 

How will your recommendations for Rider 16 Charges impact the Customer Select 

Program? 

Reduction or elimination of some of the Rider 16 Charges, as recommended in my 

testimony, will have the following impacts: 

Supplier Application Charqe: Reducing this charge to my recommended level 

should have no negative impact on the implementation of the full Customer Select 

Program, based on Nicer’s projections which anticipate no future revenue from this 

34 



757 

75% 

759 accrue to offset the added expenses created by the new suppliers. 

760 

761 

762 

Group Charae: Adding a two-step Group Charge to reflect costs incurred for groups 

with a smaller number of customers, as I recommend, will result in lower revenues to 

763 Nicer. In Nicer Exhibit AEH-7, Nicer projects a level revenue stream from the Group 

764 Charge, evidently anticipating that any new Customer Select customers will be 

765 

766 

767 groups that require 2.5 hours versus 5 hours of costs to complete activities 

768 associated with the monthly Group Charge, and assuming $100 sufficiently recovers 

769 costs associated with these smaller groups: and presuming that all but one of the 

770 groups fall under the small group definition, Nicer’s annual revenues from the 

771 monthly Group Charge would decrease by approximately 46%, as follows: 

772 
773 
774 
775 
776 
777 

(from Nicer Exhibit AEH-7: $31,200 per year projected from $200 Group Charge 
from 13 suppliers: 
12 x $100 + 1 x $200 = $1,40O/month 
x 12 months = $16,800; $31,200 -$16,800 = $14,400 
$14,400 /$31,200 = 46.2%) 
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Charge. (Nicer Exhibit AEH-7) However, if additional suppliers do elect to 

participate because of the recommended lower Charge, additional revenues will 

incorporated into the current number of groups under existing suppliers. Using the 

example presented earlier in my testimony, depending on the number of customer 

On the other hand, if reducing the Group Charge for smaller size groups results in 

more small group suppliers participating in the Customer Select Program, the 

additional revenues from the lower Group Charge would off-set some portion of this 

estimated revenue decrease. 

35 



DOI :ket Nos. 00-0620/00-062 
(Consolidated) 
ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 

782 

783 

784 

785 

786 

787 

788 

789 

790 

791 

792 

793 

794 

795 

796 

797 

798 

799 

800 

801 

802 

803 
804 

Account Charoe: Reducing the Account Charge in Rider 16 would decrease 

projected revenues associated with the Customer Select Program. As noted 

earlier, this Charge represents the primary source of Customer Select Program 

revenues. By reducing the Charge, projected revenues from the monthly Account 

Charge would decrease by 12% annually, as follows: 

2001: $284,400 (12%) 

(2,370,OOO x .88 = $2,085,600; $2,370,000 - $2,085,600 = $284,400) 

2002: $540,360 (12%) 

(4,503,OOO x .88 = $3,962,640; $4503,000 - $3,962,640 = $640,360) 

2003: 5687,240 (12%) 

(5,727,OOO x .88 = $5,039,760; $5,727,000 - $5,039,760 = $687,240) 

2004 and 2005: $754,560 (12%) 

(6,288,OOO x .88 = 55,533,440; $6,288,000 - $5533,440 = $754,560) 

Group Additions Charoe: The primaly focus of my testimony is to evaluate the cost 

support for selected Rider 16 charges. From this perspective, I believe that the 

Group Additions Charge is cost justified, but also may inhibit competition. If 

competitive concerns are deemed important enough to reduce or eliminate the 

Group Additions Charge during this proceeding, examples of possible revenue 

impacts are as follows: 

Charge reduced to $5: annual revenues decrease from $262,000 in years 
2004 and 2005 to $131,000 
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Charge eliminated: annual revenues decrease by $262,000 in years 2004 
and 2005 

CONCLUSION 

Please summarize your recommendations. 

I recommend reducing the Supplier Application Charge to $1,385. I recommend 

adding a separate Group Charge level of 5100, applicable to smaller size groups; 

and making the current $200 Group Charge applicable to larger size groups. I also 

recommend that the $1 Account Charge be reduced to $0.88. The 510 Group 

Additions Charge should be eliminated or reduced only if it is deemed appropriate 

in this proceeding based on competitive concerns. 
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One Time ARES Registration Fees Proposed/Approved 

in Non-Residential Electric Delivery Service Orders 

UTILITY PROPOSED APPROVED 

ComEd 5 0 5 0 

Illinois Power 650 20 

CIPSAJE 5,000 20 

CILCO 0 0 

MidAmerican 0 0 

South Beloit 180 20 

Interstate 160.88 20 
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DOCKET 

99-0117 

99-0120/0134 

99-0121 

99-0119/0131 

99-0122/0130 

99-0124/0125 

99-0132/0133 

Monthly ARES Administrative Fees Proposed/Approved 

in Non-Residential Electric Delivery Service Orders 

UTILITY PROPOSED APPROVED 

ComEd 5 0 5 0 

Illinois Power 185lyear 0 

CIPWUE 1,000 0 

CILCO 0 0 

MidAmerican 0 0 

South Beloit 0 0 

Interstate 0 0 

2 



Docket Nos. 00-0620/00-0621 
(Consolidated) 
ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 

ICC Staff Exhibit 2.3 

DOCKET 

99-0117 

99-0120/0134 

99-0121 

99-0119/0131 

99-0122/0130 

99-0124/0125 

99-0132/0133 

Electronic DASR Fees Proposed/Approved 

in Non-Residential Electric Delivery Service Orders 

UTILITY PROPOSED APPROVED 

ComEd 5 0 5 cl 

Illinois Power 6 6 

CIPSAJE 15 5 

CILCO 5 5 

MidAmerican 5 5 

South Beloit 73.50 5 

Interstate 60.01 5 
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Northern Illinois Gas Company 
D/b/a Nicer Gas Company 

Response to: 
Illinois Commerce Commission 

1II.C.C. Docket Nos. 00-0620 and 00-0621 Consolidated 
First Data Request 

DLS-1 Q. In regard to Nicer Gas Exhibit AEH-5, please provide detailed 
information documenting how each of the estimated costs was derived. 
That is, for costs associated with each of the charges, provide itemized 
supporting information related to labor and other costs that illustrate how 
each cost is calculated (i.e. meetings, materials, visits per supplier basis, 
lmining, etc.). 

A. Exhibit AEH-5 shows the Company’s proposed charges for Supplier 
application, monthly group administration and group additions. The 
attached exhibit shows the man-hours and other expenses included in 
Exhibit AEH-5. Duties performed by 5 or 6 level management employees 
are priced at $40 per hour and those by 4 level or below employees are 
priced at $30 per hour. The man-hours and other costs were developed 
based on discussions with employees involved with various aspects of the 
program and the amount of time required to perform the necessary 
duties. 

Company Witness: Albert E. Harms 
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Northern Bl&c& Gas Company 
d/Ml Nicer Gas cnmpany 

Responseto: 
lllhlcls commerce commtsaiw 

ill. C. C. Docket Noa. O&O620 and 00-0621 Consolidated 

DLS-8 Q. In regard to Nicer’s reqome to Staff data request DJS-1. under 
Sqdicr Application Cbarg.?: 

a) 

b) 

C) 

d) 

e) 

A. a) 

under conllact review, please descrii the type of Dml 
and BraiMreet report Med. I8 the $35 cost a flat fee? 
What activities and costs c0mprke the $357 

nuder program trainiq, how much staff time is involved 
with the &velcpment and prodnhon Of a workslmp 
mannal? lsthisaolle4hm.llctivityoristbisactivity 
performed for each new aupplicr? Please provide &tailed 
hourlysmffwstalKlmaterialcosrtaformationusodlo 
arrive ar the $100 cost for this activity. 

Also under program train& why does it take 3 stafp days 
foravisitwitbasupplier? ca0thisactivitybewmpLzed 
in2statFdays? rnlstaffday? whyorwhynot? what 
activiti~ are conducted in ccJqjunction with snch visits that 
lWpiE8hCJUISOfStCfftimc? 

Under costs for publishin& what staff time, materials and 
ottmcoatsanregniretowmpletcthisactivity? lsthiaa 
One-timPCtiVity~istbcactivitypcrfomvdmOnthCU 
once? Ifpelformcd more thsn once, please ciescrk bow 
tbeactivitywouldbepaformedasecondtime. 

under initialiaation pr-, what aaivities are 
~involved in this fordon? l’leasc describe how these 
activities add up to 10 hours of etafftim. Has Nicer 
rcdwzltbetimeforthisactivitysincctbeinceplionofthe 
customr select Program? 

Nii Gas generally wpsts a l3usincss lofm-mation 
Report from Duu and Bradsaeet. A~description of this 
pnxkctandasamplereponfromthehmandBredstr& 
web site are attached. The cost to Nicer t3as for this 
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reponrangeshms35tos48perrepmtdependingonthe 
number rquested in 6 month. 

It takes a c1*ptomrr Select representative approxiautely 3 
weeks to develop and pmduce tbe Supplii workshop 
manual. This activity was performed each year of tbc 
Customer Sekd pilot program. In the propmed program, 
thiswouldbeaone-timeactivityattbcbegimdngoftbs 
program;bowcver,themamlalwolddbe~man 
as-needed bash During the third year of ttc program, 
cQsts included s4.800 of staff time and s2,ooo of 
materials for a total cost of $6,800. The Company 
produced approximately 20 Supplier mm&a at an 
estimated cost of $34 each. Each Supplii rewived 3 
mmulsonaverageforthetltirdyearofthcpilotprogram 
atacostof$102. Thecmpanyusedtbiswstasau 
dilIWtOplUdUCCthCdfortbeproposcdprogram. 

4 ThesewstprefkctaonedayvisittotheSuppliabytwo 
C'usto~rSektircpMcmarivc-sdanMonnatim 
technology person. This would include tmvel tim Ild 
meetings with various fmploym of the Suppkr. The. 
purposcofthemeedngsi?no- educationoftbc 
suppli&s employees on * opcndiom and plocadures of 
lzlLmI?ler select. 

d) The estimate for publii ik Supplier list was based on 
experience during tk 61% 3 years of the pilot prograa~. 
costs ildldcd: 

Staff&e-3dsyceschycnrforatotalof$2,880 
Riper aod printing - $12,450 
Total - $15.330 

As 26 Suppliers mrokd in the progrsm, each Snppk’~ 

pmticm would have ban about $590. 

Aftertbeone-timcmalkgtokickofftbeamt0fthc 
proposed program available to all calmmax. the supplier 
list will be updated when a new Supplier rqisters. The 
Compmywillprintalimitedmlmbarofcopiesastbelist 
willonlybemailedtonewctlamkm orupmcustoma 
request. l&c $500 cost idudcd in tbc Supplier 
Application Charge is similar to costs cxpeAt& by 
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Supplias during the pilot program and would pmnit 
printing of ova 30,CCO copies. 

e) The initialiition procedures include but are not liited to 
the following: 

- set up directories and passwords for Web saver 
- explain security software and assist in impkmatstion 
- assist witb fde trsmfa protocol issues 
- explsbl fde COnstnlctF, diffamt tlanssction types, how 

tbcy work in our system snd what the Supplier cm 
eqectas’aremltoftheiivsriousfiks 

- testing the lzlmxtion of the systems 
- answaing post-implementation questions. 

The10hoursisan&.imstedavasgqtimtodotbetotal 
p- &p&ii on the capabilifies of the !Suppliir 
aalcanmtbesbcatedtocachep&ficitan. 

NicorGeshasmtrahmedthe Ilmountoftimcapcnton 
the promdura because tbe time ekment is heavily 
dqendentontheSuppliasnditsdansadssnd 
qsbiliies. 

Company Wimas: Albat E. Harms 



r 

Attachment 3 

D.,cket Nos. OO-0620+00-0621 
(Consolidated) 

ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 
psge I of 2 

Nortban llhols Gas Company 
d/b/a Nicer Gas Company 

Responscto: 

III. C. C. Docket NW. CtW624 and 004621 Consolidated 

DLS-9 Q. Also in regard to Nicm’s rqmscs to Staff data request DLS-1: 

* 

a) 

b) 

a 

d) 

A. a) 

please cxplsln how the activities l&d o&r Group 
Charge are dlratly Ihkcd to the Customa Select Program 
andwhytbecosts associatedwiththcxactiviWarenot 
b&g rcwvaed 6s part of overall adminkirative cxpenscs. 

What specific activities of bii, rmpozdiog to 
qucstiom, and detcrmhlatioes are unique to tbc customcI 
-program;) 

IftbcGroupCbargewasnotimposeOoncusromCrSeleU 
Program suppliaa, bow would Nimr rev- bc 
W? 

Plcasccxp1ainwhythcGrollpchargcisw 
discriminatory for suppliers with few aWoma% vetsus 
suppliers with nuaxrom custonkxs. 

nlccosk3liitedlmderGroupcllargcareincmIcddoeto 
the need to aggregate individual customas and customer 
blformation to present to the Supplier for its bii 
system. Ah, the company must prepare al&l issue bills 
lo supplias for chaga illcmd lmda cu.rtoJner wet?. 
Additionally, the Company seeds to prepart sod 
communicate the drily, mmtbly and annual lmmioadons 
for each Supplier’s group of custom. The Company 
Incurs these costs solely bccauac it offers Ckromer SeZect. 

Thcsecostsarcrccove-redu&rtheGroupChargeasthcy 
am directly related tc expenses caused by the formation of 
i group. Because Customer Se&c2 was initiated 
subsequent to the Company’s last general rate case, aad 
bwmse the costs are incmmcntsl and program-specific. 
they are not recovered 8s part of overall administrative 
expcnew. 

,.,. 
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b) Bills must he grouped to match individual customer 
ioformation with tbcii particular Supplier. Suppliers have 
questions comxrning this aggregation, certain customer 
infonoation and Supplier’s bills, which rrmst bc answered. 
Calculation and posting of daily nominations arc only 
needed for curtomer S&3 Suppliers. 

cl If the Group Charge was eliminated, tbc Company would 
nadtoconsiderseekingrecoveryofdusecwtsinawtber 
manner. The amount of the revenue rc@ction is shown 
on Exhibit AEH-7, under the heading Monthly 
Administrative Fee. However, recovery of these costs 
tbtvugb tbe Group Charge is preferable, as it matches 
rcwvay of costs from those who cause the cost. 

4 The Group Charge is based on costs associated with 
CCtiVitiCS t&ted to the @D”p Which a idvnaent Of tk 

number of customers within the gmup. The number of 
customas within a group is detcrmkd by the Suppk. 
A Supplier with 100 customers could place them in one 
group, 10 groups or any member of groups up to 100. 
ThewstsimpoadollthccompMyvslywiththenumba 
of groups, not the number of customers witbin a group. 
Thischargclsnot . dtsck&atoryasitiscbarged 
uniformly to every group. 

Company Witnzss: Albcrt E. Harms 
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Northern Illinois Gas Company 
d/b/a Nlwr Gas Company 

Response to: 
IlIinok Commerce Commi&on 

Ill. C. C. Jhcket Nos. 004620 and 00-0621 Consolidated 
Third Data Ra 

DLS 15 Q. Please provide a list of all suppliers clmcntly participating in the 
Customer Select Propram. In addition, please provide a breakdown by 
supplier, of the number, percentage, and type of customers being sewed ~. 
by oech supplk. 

A. Please sea the CONFIDENITAL response Niwr Gas provided in response 
to AG 1.09 which lista all Supplien.cwentIy serving customers under the 
program. 

Company Witness: Albert E. Harms 
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Northern Illinois Gas Company 
d/b/a Nicm Gas Company 

Response to: 
Illinois Attorney General’s Office 

Ill. C. C. Docket Nos. 00-0620 and 00-0621 Consolidated 
First Data Rem& 

.AG 1.09 Q. what percentage of commercial, industrial and residential market has each 
Supplier captured? 

A. See the attached CONFIDENTIAL sheet. 

. 
Company Witness: Albert E. Harms 
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DLS-11 

Attachment 4 ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 

Northam JJIimis Gas Cmnpmy 
d/k/a Nleor Gas Company 

ResponsetO: 
IUiUOiSC- commI!?slon 

IU. C. C. Do&et Nos. OO-0620 and 00-0621 ConsoUdated 
m 

Q- Please provide tbc cost basis for the $1 per Account Charge, using 
detailed per hm labor cc&, activities, and staff tim. WhJ’ has tbc 
AccountChargcbeenreducedto$lpera~oVertbe~ifeofth 
costomer select Rogmm? 

a Company Wihms: Albert E. Hamu 
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(revld luluoo p.m.) 
Northera IIIInois Gas Campany 

@b/a Nieor Gas Company 
Response to: 

nun& commerce Commissioll 
III. C. C. Docket Nos. 00-0620 and 004621 Consolida~ 

DJS-11 Q. Please provide the cost basis for the $1 pn Account Charge. using 
dctaited per hour labor costs, activities, and staff the. Why has the 
AccountChargcbeenreduccdto$lperacunmtoverchcli6eofth 
Customer 8eIcct Program? 

A. The attdxd exhibit, list@ ongoing costs as shown in Exhii AJBI-6. 
more extensively reqcmds to data requwta, DLS-9, 10 sod 11. T&z 
exhibit. q&ties where the costs are incured by dqmtment. As shown, 
thcGroupChargccostsarc$31,ooO,whichcomparrstothc~ 
revenue shown on Exhibit AEH-7 of $3 1,200. The Qrcmp Addtkms 
costs of $201,000 cmpam to a 5-year (2001-2005) avmge of amoal 

I 

revenue of $19l,ooo. The alumal oogoiog costs related to me accoom 
psrticipstlng in cwtomer Se&et arc estimsted at $2,303.m. IO 
sddition, the capital costs of $8,771,0oo arc related to aeumds which 
would be reftected by the S-year average of cmyin&t costz of 
$2.111~,400,as8h0wo0llExhibitAEH-7. mtotalongoigacmmt 
cose are fA%ilmtcd to be $4,414,400 over the 5-year period of 2001 to 
2005. ThisdoUarammtdivi&dbytheaveragenomberofamalbiUs 
issued for the same time pxlod (5,035$00), eqoates to an acunm 
charge of $0.88 per mooth. Inchdii UmCOOVQed and uoa.sigDed costs 
intheaccouotchugewoutdtise.theecwunt charge to $1.06 per 
monlll. 

Company Witoess: Alkrt E. Harms 
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Northern HIlnols Gm Company 
&/a Nicer Gas Company 

Response to: 
luhob? commerce commission 

HI. C. C. Do&et Nos. OfU1620 and 00-0621 Consolidated 
Second D.&&ad 

DLS-10 Q. Ah in regard to N&r’s mponse to Staff data reqoest DLS-1: 

8) PIease explain how the activities listed under Group 
Additioos Charge are directly linked to the Costomer 
Select F’rogrsm arid why the costs assc.5ated with these 
activities sre not being rccovcrod 88 psrt of overall 
admioistrative expensea. 

b) Whst specific activities of que&oos, calls and service are 
lmiqlurothccostowrseIccrRogram. 

C) If the oroup Additions clurge was not impcWed 00 
Customer Select Program suppliers, bow would Niccn 
mvcnuca be irrlpad? 

A. a) The costs listed mder Group Additions charge are 
iocorredduerothetleedtoswitchindivIdusIcuatomers 
scrvd udcr cwtomr sekct from one supplier to 
another. Suppliers aod customers generally have 
questions about the switch that must be individually 
addressed. Additionally, tbc Company needs to 
administratively make the switch and then wmmunicate 
tbeswitcbtotbeth3eepartk3iov0hred. TheCompany 
lmxrs these costs solely becsose ti offers CusfomerSckct. 

Thasc costs sre recovered wider the Group Ad&ions 
Cbargeastbeyaredirectlyrelatedtoeqensescausedby 
a customer chmgii Suppliers. Because CuStomeT SeleCt 
was initiated sobsequmt to the Company’s last genaal 
ratccsse,sndIEc.msetheccwtsareincrcmentaIand 
program-specltic. they are not Rcoycred sa part of overall 
administrative expenses. 

bl To date, the Company’s expedience has been that 
customers have cakd to diiss chmging suppucrs. The 
Company describes the process and enc0ursge-s the 

-..-.-_ 
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d 

customntotalktothecumntSupplicr. onsome 
occasions, the customer has switebed Suppliers and then 
were billed a~ exit fee. The tostomer again alla to see if 
they can be transferred back to the initial Supplier. 
Suppliirs cdl to cottth the switch and confinu cataiD 
customer infotrmticm. lo addition, the compatty senda 
cotdirmatim of the switch to the customer. 

If the Group Additions Charge was eliminuted, the 
Compaoy would need to consider seeking rewvuy of 
tllesecostsinanokrmaonR. Ther!mJuntofxtveaue 
redocticm is shown on Exhibit ASS7, under the heading 
customer switcbblg. However, recovery of these costs 
through the Group Additions Clmrge is pr&rabk. as it 
mati rew”ay of costs r%m those who cause tbc cost. 

cmopany witoea.% All%rtB.Harms 


